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The MAILING DATE of this communication appears on the cover sheet with the correspondence address

Period for Reply

A SHORTENED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR REPLY IS SET TO EXPIRE 3 MONTH(S) FROM
THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION.
- Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1 .136(a). In no event, however, may a reply be timely filed

after SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication.
- If the period for reply specified above is less than thirty (30) days, a reply within the statutory minimum of thirty (30) days will be considered timely.

- If NO period for reply is specified above, the maximum statutory period will apply and will expire SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication.
- Failure to reply within the set or extended period for reply will, by statute, cause the application to become ABANDONED (35 U.S.C. § 133).

Any reply received by the Office later than three months after the mailing date of this communication, even if timely filed, may reduce any

earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1 .704(b).

Status

Responsive to communication(s) T\\e6 on .

2a)n This action is FINAL, 2b)l3 This action is non-final.

3)0 Since this application is in condition for allowance except for fomnal matters, prosecution as to the merits is

closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quayle, 1935 CD. 1 1 , 453 O.G. 213.

Disposition of Claims

4)^ Claim(s) 1-12 is/are pending in the application,

4a) Of the above claim(s) is/are withdrawn from consideration.

5)n Claim(s) is/are allowed.

6)13 Claim(s) 1-12 is/are rejected.

?) Claim(s) is/are objected to.

8)n Claim(s) are subject to restriction and/or election requirement.

Application Papers

9)0 The specification is objected to by the Examiner.

10)13 The drawing(s) filed on 19 June 2001 is/are: a)n accepted or b)^ objected to by the Examiner.

Applicant may not request that any objection to the drawing(s) be held in abeyance. See 37 CFR 1.85(a).

Replacement drawing sheet{s) including the correction is required if tlie drawing(s) is objected to. See 37 CFR 1.121(d).

1 1)0 The oath or declaration is objected to by the Examiner. Note the attached Office Action orfomi PTO-152.

Priority under 35 U.S.C. § 119

1 2)3 Acknowledgment is made of a claim for foreign priority under 35 U.S.C. § 1 1 9(a)-(d) or (f).

a)l3 All b)n Some * c)^ None of:

1.3 Certified copies of the priority documents have been received.

2,n Certified copies of the priority documents have been received in Application No. .

3.n Copies of the certified copies of the priority documents have been received in this National Stage

application from the International Bureau (PCT Rule 17.2(a)).

* See the attached detailed Office action for a list of the certified copies not received.
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Paper No(s)/Mail Date 2.

4) CD Inten/iew Summary (PTO-413)

Paper No(s)/Mail Date. .

5) Notice of Informal Patent Application (PTO-152)
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DETAILED ACTION

Drawings

1 . The drawings are objected to under 37 CFR 1 .83(a). The drawings must show every

feature of the invention specified in the claims. Therefore, the steps recited in claim 1 must be

shown or the feature(s) canceled from the claim(s). No new matter should be entered.

Corrected drawing sheets are required in reply to the Office action to avoid abandonment

of the application. Any amended replacement drawing sheet should include all of the figures

appearing on the immediate prior version of the sheet, even if only one figure is being amended.

The figure or figure number of an amended drawing should not be labeled as "amended." If a

drawing figure is to be canceled, the appropriate figure must be removed from the replacement

sheet, and where necessary, the remaining figures must be renumbered and appropriate changes

made to the brief description of the several views of the drawings for consistency. Additional

replacement sheets may be necessary to show the renumbering of the remaining figures. The

replacement sheet(s) should be labeled "Replacement Sheet" in the page header (as per 37 CFR

1 .84(c)) so as not to obstruct any portion of the drawing figures. If the changes are not accepted

by the examiner, the applicant will be notified and informed of any required corrective action in

the next Office action. The objection to the drawings will not be held in abeyance.

Claim Numbers

2. The numbering of claims is not in accordance with 37 CFR 1 . 126 which requires the

original numbering of the claims to be preserved throughout the prosecution. When claims are
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canceled, the remaining claims must not be renumbered. When new claims are presented, they

must be numbered consecutively beginning with the number next following the highest

numbered claims previously presented (whether entered or not).

Misnumbered claims 10-13 have been renumbered as 9-12.

Claim Objections

The following quotation of 37 CFR § 1. 75(a) is the basis of objection:

(a) The specification must conclude with a claim particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the

subject matter which the apphcant regards as his invention or discovery.

3. Claims 1-11 are objected to under 37 CFR § 1.75 (a) as failing to particularly point out

and distinctly claim the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention or discovery.

Referring to claim 1, the phrase "before the identification determining for each reference

fingermark..." in lines 4-5 is grammatically incorrect. It appears that the applicant intended the

phrase to read "before the identification^ determining for each reference fingermark...".

Appropriate correction is required.

Claim Rejections - 35 USC§ 112

The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12:

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the

subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention.

4. Claims 1-12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being indefinite for

failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant regards as

the invention.
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Referring to claim 1, the phrase "identification of the fingermark" in lines 7-8 renders the

claim indefinite because it is unclear which "fingermark" is being claimed. It appears that the

applicant intended the phrase to read "identification of the obtained fingermark". A similar

rejection is applicable to claim 12.

Referring to claim 3, the phrase "correlation of the fingermark" in lines 2-3 renders the

claim indefinite because it is unclear which "fingermark" is being claimed. It appears that the

applicant intended the phrase to read "correlation of the obtained fingermark".

Referring to claim 4, the phrase "reference point of the fingermark" in lines 3-4 renders

the claim indefinite because it is unclear which "fingermark" is being claimed. It appears that

the applicant intended the phrase to read "reference point of the obtained fingermark".

Referring to claim 6, the phrases "reference point of the fingermark" in line 2 and

"features of the fingermark" in line 7 renders the claim indefinite because it is unclear which

"fingermark" is being claimed. It appears that the applicant intended the phrases to read

"reference point of the obtained fingermark" and "features of the obtained fingermark",

respectively.

Claim 9 is considered indefinite because it is dependent on a non-existing claim. For

examination purposes, claim 9 will be interpreted as being dependent on claim 8.

Referring to claim 11, the phrase "regions on the fingermark" in line 2 renders the claim

indefinite because it is unclear which "fingermark" is being claimed. It appears that the

applicant intended the phrase to read "regions on the obtained fingermark".

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103
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The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action:

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in

section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are

such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person

having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the

manner in which the invention was made.

5, Claims 1-3, 12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over the

combination ofDydyk et al., U.S. Patent No. 5,953,442 ("Dydyk") and Ort et al., U.S. Patent No.

5,926,555 ("Ort").

Referring to claim 1 as best understood, Dydyk discloses a method of identification of a

fingermark, comprising:

a. obtaining for a fingermark a fingermark image (col. 5, lines 45-55),

b. storing reference fingermarks in a databank (col. 6, lines 1-17),

c. comparing the obtained fingermark image with the reference fingermarks for

identification (col. 16, lines 7-33. Note that the "more detailed comparison process" in line 9 is

interpreted as being analogous to the comparing step),

d. before the identification, determining for each reference fingermark in

comparison with the obtained fingermark image a similarity degree (col. 12, line 43-col. 13, line

55 and col. 16, lines 7-12).

Dydyk does not explicitly disclose the step of sorting the reference fingermarks in the

databank in accordance with the similarity degree and performing the identification of the

obtained fingermark beginning with the reference fingermark which leads to a greatest similarity

degree.
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Ort discloses a fingermark identification method that comprises the step of sorting

reference fingermarks in a database in accordance with a similarity degree, and performing the

identification of the fingermark beginning with the reference fingermark which leads to a

greatest similarity [col. 3, line 65-col. 4, line 18. Note that the "ordered list sorting" in line 1 1 is

interpreted as a sorting process that results in the ordering of the reference fingermarks that

begins with the fingermark having the greatest similarity degree. The reasoning behind this

interpretation is because Ort is concerned with performing the search comparison and matching

in the shortest amount of time (col. 5, lines 54-58). For instance, if the ordering of the reference

fingermarks began with the fingermark having the least similarity degree, the matching process

would take a greater amount of time].

Dydyk and Ort are combinable because they are both concerned with fingermark

identification methods. At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to a person of

ordinary skill in the art to modify the identification step ofDydyk (step c) so that it performs the

identification of the obtained fingermark beginning with the reference fingermark which leads to

a greatest similarity degree, as taught by Ort, The suggestion/motivation for doing so would

have been to reduce the workload that is passed forward to the identification step, thereby

improving the speed of the identification process (Ort, col. 8, lines 49-51 and col. 9, lines 9-15).

Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Dydyk with Ort to obtain the invention as

specified in claim 1

.

Referring to claim 2, Dydyk further discloses the step of performing the identification in

accordance with a details comparison (col. 16, lines 7-33).
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Referring to claim 3 as best understood, Dydyk and Ort do not explicitly disclose that the

identification process is performed in accordance with a correlation of the obtained fingermark

with the corresponding reference fingermark. However, Official notice is taken that correlation

was an exceedingly well known type of matching technique used for fingermark identification.

Therefore, it would have been obvious to modify the identification step ofDydyk and Ort so that

it is performed in accordance with a correlation. The suggestion/motivation for doing so would

have been to perform in the identification of the fingermark in an accurate and efficient manner.

Referring to claim 12, see the rejection of at least claim 1 above. Dydyk ftirther discloses

an indicator for exhibiting a result of the identification (col. 16, lines 7-33. Note that an indicator

is included in the automatic matching apparatus in order to identify the fingerprint pattern).

6. Claims 4, 5, 11 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over the

combination ofDydyk et al., U.S. Patent No. 5,953,442 and Ort et al., U.S. Patent No. 5,926,555

("Ort"), further in view of Driscoll, Jr. et al., U.S. Patent No. 5,067,162 ("DriscoU").

Referring to claim 4 as best understood, Dydyk further discloses the step of determining

the corresponding similarity degree by a comparison of properties of a corresponding area in the

obtained fingermark with each property of the corresponding area of the reference fingermark

(col. 9, line 50-col. 10, line 45 and col. 12, lines 42-48. Dydyk explains that the fingermark

image is divided into a plurality of regions, and the information contained in each region is

quantified to generate a region value. Dydyk further explains that the region values of the

obtained fingermark are compared to the region values of the reference fingermarks. Note that
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the "region values" are interpreted as the properties of the corresponding areas in the obtained

fingermark and the reference fingermark).

Dydyk and Ort do not explicitly disclose that the "corresponding areas" are around a

reference point of the obtained fingermark. However, this feature was exceedingly well known

in the art. For example, Driscoll discloses the step of determining a similarity degree by

comparison of properties of a corresponding area around a reference point of an obtained

fingermark with each property of a corresponding area of a reference fingermark (col. 3, lines

42-53 and col. 15, line 55-col. 17, line 23. Note that the reference point can comprise ridge

terminations and bifurications, ridge islands, cores, deltas, ect.).

Dydyk, Ort, and Driscoll are combinable because they are all concerned with fingermark

identification methods. At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to a person of

ordinary skill in the art to modify the "corresponding areas" ofDydyk and Ort, so that they are

around a reference point, as taught by Driscoll. The suggestion/motivation for doing so would

have been to enhance the speed and accuracy of the fingermark identification process (Driscoll

col. 6, lines 27-50). Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Dydyk and Ort with

Driscoll to obtain the invention as specified in claim 4.

Referring to claim 5, Driscoll further discloses the step of using core and delta points as

reference points (col. 3, lines 42-53).

Referring to claim 1 1 as best understood, Dydyk and Ort do not explicitly disclose the

step of selecting regions on the obtained fingermark so that the regions have only papillar lines.

However, this feature was exceedingly well known in the art. For example, Driscoll discloses
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the step of selecting regions on an obtained fingermark so that the regions have only papillar

lines (figure 9),

Dydyk, Ort, and Driscoll are combinable because they are all concerned with fingermark

identification methods. At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to a person of

ordinary skill in the art to include the teachings of Driscoll in the method ofDydyk and Ort. The

suggestion/motivation for doing so would have been to enhance the speed and accuracy of the

fingermark identification process (Driscoll. col. 6, lines 27-50). Therefore, it would have been

obvious to combine Dydyk and Ort with Driscoll to obtain the invention as specified in claim 1 1

.

Allowable Subject Matter

7. Claims 6-10 would be allowable if rewritten to overcome the rejection(s) under 35

U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, set forth in this Office action and to include all of the limitations

of the base claim and any intervening claims.

Conclusion

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the

examiner should be directed to Charles Kim whose telephone number is 703-306-4038. The

examiner can normally be reached on Mon thru Thurs 8:30am to 6pm and alternating Fri 9:30am

to 6pm.

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's

supervisor, Amelia Au can be reached on 703-308-6604. The fax phone number for the

organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306.
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent

Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications

may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished

applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR

system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR

system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free).
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